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hostile atmosphere than when they had 
' entered it. Not since the days of the 


| the American Government demonstrated 
F so resolutely that it conceives of peace 
| and bona fide negotiations as its true and 
| overwhelming danger. 
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Policy Through Obituaries 





The “Danger” of Peace 


These words were written before the United Nations General Assembly had an opportunity to act on the neu- 
trals’ draft resolution calling for a resumption of negotiations between the President of the United States and the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. Even if time had allowed a more up to date revision of this 
article prior to publication, it would not have been undertaken, simply because we believe that at this point the 
General Assembly has lost the opportunity of making a truly constructive contribution to world peace. 

This pessimistic and tragic prediction does not rise out of anything that transpired since the U.N. General As- 


sembly was convened. The tragic failure of the General Assembly was predetermined well in advance of its conven- 
ing. There were innumerous indications 
that the American Administration will 
measure its “success” in influencing the 
General Assembly by criteria of ‘‘achiev- 
ing” its failure—as if the greatest pos- 
sible tragedy were for the United States 
and the Soviet Union to leave it in a less 


abortive summit conference in Paris has 


Numerous and varied were the “pre- 


tration undertook as an insurance policy 
against the ‘‘danger’’ of pacifying re- 
sults from the General Assembly. It started 
by resorting to its old ‘‘obituary’’ method. 


The State Department borrowed the 
Obituary Method from our daily news- 
papers whose files contain advanced 
obituaries for all kinds of celebrities just 
in case one of them dies without due no- 
tice. Similarly, the State Department 
maintains in its files a ready reaction, pre- 
pared in advance, to each suggestion of 
its adversaries that cannot be decried as 
unmeritorious. When your opponent talks 
sense but you do not wish sense or peace 
to be served, there is very little you can 
say except call it “propaganda”. The 
only difference between the editor's ad- 
vanced obituary and that of the State 
Department is that in the latter case the 
Propaganda” obituary may well be the 
es killer that makes the obituary come 
rue, 


In a classic display of this method, we 
have been condemning Chairman Khru- 
shchev's efforts to have so many heads 
of government participate in the General 
Assembly as nothing but “propaganda”. 
It is a true testimony to the vanishing of 
American coercive influence that men like 

(Continued on Page 11) 











The Future President 





Blocking the View of Events 


The irrelevance of the presidential election campaign 
to the agonizing international problems, while not without 


precedents in previous campaigns in this country, is truly | 


shocking. The peace obstructing policy of the Eisenhower 
Administration has culminated in one of the most dangerous 
international crises in recent years, and the American location 
of the U.N. General Assembly has kept closely before our eyes 
the prospect of a world aflame. Yet, not a single voice of 
sanity is heard in the election campaign; not even a single 


intelligent reference to those fate- 
ful events was made by tomor- 
row's President of the United 
States. Issues more important 
than world peace preoccupy the 
candidates: who can sound more 
bellicose vis-a-vis Khrushchev and 
Castro, and otherwise be more 
effective in the art of public 
image creating. 

America is undoubtedly the 
only country in the world that was 
not too deeply impressed and 
didn't become too apprehensive 
about the international setbacks 
to peace in the U.N. General As- 
sembly. Our populace is methodi- 
cally being stupefied by two cir- 
cus barkers, each screaming ‘‘l 
am the better man, give me the 
job!" and both succeeding, with 
the help of the World Series, in 
diverting public attention from 
matters of life and death. 

The anti-American movement in 
the world has embraced most of 
humanity; the disdain of the neu- 
trals for our behavior in the Gen- 
eral Assembly has dealt a perma- 
nent blow to American interna- 
tional prestige. And while our 
diplomats are contending that 
Khrushchev's conflict is not only 
with us, in reality we are begin- 
ning to face a world whose ma- 
jority is quite suspicious of our 
intentions and motivations. The 
attempt to alleviate such sus- 
picions by giving aid and com- 
fort to unpopular governments 
has proved quite ineffectual not 
only in such places as Iraq, Korea 
and Japan but even in Laos, 
where we have spent the most 
money per capita. Our State 
Department's policy of making 
our unacceptable international in- 
tentions LOOK acceptable has 
proved ineffective not because of 
any lack of inventiveness but be- 
cause a peace-hungry world has 
rejected its content. 

America faces the fateful al- 
ternatives Of revising her inter- 
national INTENTIONS or meeting a 
challenge from practically the en- 
tire international community. This 
revision should have been done 
in the process of the presidential 
election campaign. That we have 
missed the opportunity assures 





that, in either case, the country 
will be led for the next four 
years by forces totally dissonant 
with universal longings, desires 
and ambitions. The next Presi- 
dent of the United States will 
have the lamentable distinction 
of having to defend anything in 
the world he chooses to stand for 
by mere physical force, faced 
with the reluctance of an interna- 
tional community consisting of our 
open enemies, the distrustful neu- 
trals and our coerced but unen- 
thusiastic allies. Our domestic 
political life is becoming more 
and more out of step with the 
political trend sweeping the 
world, and our “‘issues'’ are less 
and less the true issues of our 
times. 

Never before this presidential 
contest has history provided such 
a classic instance of two imma- 
ture, insincere, narrow-minded 
status seekers blocking the peo- 
ple’s view of world shaking 
events. 
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To Set the Record Straight! 


By Ernest B. Zeisler 


An editorial in the Wall Street Journal said that U. 5 
rights in the Panama Canal zone are nothing to be ashamej 
of, that they were legally negotiated and handsomely paid 
for. Could it be that the Journal forgot how these “rights” 
were acquired, how President Theodore Roosevelt instigated , 
revolution in Columbia, and had his battleships there ready 
to bombard if a move were made to put down the revolt? Or 
that the U. S. got the Panama zone for nothing, and that for 
the remainder of his days Theodore Roosevelt boasted: “ 
wanted the Panama Canal. I TOOK the Panama Canal.” 
Many years later, Congress voted to pay Columbia for what 
had been wrested from her by force and deceit, and, at the 
time, Teddy screamed that Congress was trying to rob the 
American people. Incidentally, have the Belgians been lear. 
ing from that historic chapter how to acquire rich Katanga 
from the Congo? 

s s * & 

The press reports that American strategists are troubled 
by the decrease in our plurality in the United Nations and the 
Wall Street Journal discloses their conviction that we may 
need to use the veto in the Security Council if “the U.N. ma 
chinery fell into hostile hands.” They are, in other words, 
saying that if it became “necessary,” they would do exactly 
what they have condemned the Soviets for doing... 

& s a 7M 


Secretary of State Herter tries to make much of what 
he calls Mr. Khrushchev’s “threat” to rain missiles on the 
United States if the latter attacks Cuba. In Khrushchev; 
statement there was no threat whatever to the United States 
UNLESS we attack Cuba. In reporting such “threats” our 
newspapers omit their unprovocative nature. 

Similarly, the only time, as far as I know, that Mr. K. 
stated “we will bury you” was within the context: “We will 
never attack you first. But if you attack us, then we will 
bury you.” Here, also, there is no threat, actual or implied, 
UNLESS we plan to attack first. I do not intend to imply 
that Mr. Khrushchev’s word is necessarily to be relied upon. 
I merely wish to point out what he actually said and how his 
statement has been distorted. 

a * = * 

A number of our leaders, military and other, and includ- 
ing Gen. Douglas MacArthur, have stated that we are in no 
danger of a military attack by the Soviets or by any other for- 
eign power. The danger, however, is that we will lose our 
foreign markets (some of which we have already lost) and 
even some of our domestic market (some of which we have 
already lost). The real and great danger lies in economic 
competition. Of course, we have a right to combat it. It is 
of the utmost importance, however, that we choose effective 
ways of doing this. The use or the threat of military vic 
lence is not an effective way. Communism was a limited 
movement before World War I, after which it spread con- 
siderably. After World War II, it spread very much more. 
Should there be World War III and should there be any sur- 
vivors, it would engulf the world. Those who, like the pres- 
ent writer, believe in the soundness of free economic compe- 
tition must rely on such competition rather than consider war 
which is the most effective means of spreading communism. 

s s & o 

It would be amusing, were it not revolting, to hear Nixon 
and other Republican leaders, occasionally including Gen. 
Eisenhower, say that the religious issue should not be brought 
up in the present election campaign. The daily repetition of 
this statement is, of course, keeping it in the forefront, as 


‘ they wish to do while piously pretending to the contrary. 
4 * * s K 


Mr. Nixon’s statement that religion should not be a cam- 
paign issue unless a candidate did not believe in God, in which 
case he should be kept out of office, is bigotry and contrary 
to the spirit of the U. S. Constitution. Had we always been 
guided by such nonsense, we would not have had Thomas Jef- 
ferson for President. 
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Who Is a Traitor? 


Although the modern world has shrunk 
so small that events in remote African com- 
munities: reverberate ominously in the tall 
building on 42nd Street in Manhattan, many 
of our political terms still retain the out- 
worn connotations of centuries past, when 
each nation, if not each village and hamlet, 
lived in a world of its own. Today, an 
agreement between two nations in South- 
East Asia concerning the Indus river is 
world news; the testing of nuclear devices 
by one state poses health hazards to people 
in a different corner of the globe; the end 
of colonial rule over a people hardly even 
heard about has political repercussions in 
the United Nations; even natural disasters 
occurring in one country or another be- 
come a selfish concern of remote nations on 
other continents. And yet, within this One 
World, separatist and provincial concepts 
prevail, as if national boundaries still en- 
compassed total sovereignty not only in its 
physical and political but also in its cul- 
tural and psychological aspects. 

While former Soviet navy captain Arta- 
monov is hailed by the American Adminis- 
tration and press for defecting his home- 
land, our own defectors such as Bernon F. 
Mitchell, William H. Martin and the natur- 
alized American, Vladimir Sloboda are de- 
nounced as traitors. The Soviets, of course, 
apply this double standard of judgment in 
reverse.These two antithetical conceptions 
cannot both conceivably be right. Both can 
be, and are, equally wrong. 

There may have been a time when this 
was different—when it was quite obvious 
whether an individual was acting for or 
against his nation. In an armed dispute 
between two nations over a piece of real 
estate, there was no question that whoever 
helped his country win was a patriot and 
hero. 

While we may entertain doubts about the 
correctness of such standards of judgment 
even then, there can be no doubt that in 
our day and age they are no more than 
mental fossils that properly belong in the 
museum of man’s intellectual evolution. 
Hitler’s generals and admirals of 1940 and 
1941 were looked upon as German patriots 
and heroes at the time, but, by 1945, it be- 
came quite conceivable that some of them 
were making conquests with the ultimate 
intention of weakening their forces and 
precipitating total defeat. 

President Woodrow Wilson theoretically 
embraced the principle of ‘‘enlightened self- 
interest.” All the subsequent blunders and 
failures of American foreign policy have 
been due to a hypocritical application of 
that principle. When one conceives of any 
of his interests, no matter how transitory 
and shortsighted, as “enlightened,” he had 
better be prepared for future disappoint- 
ments. The idea of enlightened self-inter- 
est amounts to a recognition that in our 


small world the long range interests of all 
peoples and individuals are interrelated and 
interdependent. It may seem to one that 
it would be within his interest to monop- 
olize all the goods and riches available 
within his community, but a bit of enlight- 
enment should tell him that this situation 
could not prevail; when the hungry and 
deprived got around to dealing with it, he 
might be denied everything. 

The truth of this philosophy is so compel-- 
ling that even those whose mentality is still 
confined to narrow, separatist and national- 
istic horizons are intuitively influenced by 
it. The Marshall Plan, after World War 
II, did not grow out of any cosmopolitical 
Philosophy of the Truman Administration, 
but out of its chauvinistic realization that 
American prosperity was impossible if 
Europe were left hungry and in ruins. The 
Soviets, on the other hand, are not financing 
the Egyptian Aswan dam out of pure char- 
ity but because they believe their help in 
alleviating poverty anywhere assures them 
of badly needed political good will and co- 
operation. 

Of course, the constructive help one na- 
tion offers another would be still more ef- 
fective were it motivated by a pure concept 
of enlightened self-interest rather than by 
political expediency, even though the lat- 
ter happens fragmentally to coincide with 
the former. 

In a world in which the interests of var- 
ious groups are so interdependent, no flag 
or uniform suffices to testify whether a par- 
ticular individual is acting for or against 
his people. 

Modern history has been proving with an 
amazing consistency that exploitation is on 
the way out. If the present British prime- 
minister tried to serve his country the way 
Disraeli once did, he would be a traitor in- 
deed; empires are disintegrating and the 
process is proving quite painful to those 
who have grown dependent on the exploi- 
tation of other peoples. For the moment it 
may seem expedient for Belgian, British 
and Rockefeller interests to tamper with 
the newly won independence of the Congo 
by using the authority of the United Nations 
to isolate the mining riches of Katanga 
province from the Congolese. They may 
succeed in continuing their exploitation for 
another few years. Eventually, however, 
the forces of regression will have to foot 
the bill. Governor Nelson Rockefeller may 
presently be displaying his ‘‘patriotism” by 
calling on America’s readiness to fight in 
the Congo; when, however, at some future 
date we have to pay a toll of humiliation, 
if not of blood, for the preservation of his 
mining interests, will he still appear glor- 
iously as the “big patriot’ or will he be 
exposed to all as a hypocritical traitor to 
the welfare of not only the Congolese but 

the Americans as well? Exploitation is be- 





ing challenged on every level of social, na- 
tional and international practice. A cen- 
tury ago it might have been quite expedi- 
ent to become an exploiter; but today’s ex- 
ploiters find themselves in the position of 
having to pay the bill for all harm, often 
with high interest compounded. 

Whether we face this truism reluctantly 
or approvingly, we must recognize that in 
the long run discrepancies between the in- 
terests of one nation and those of the world 
do not exist. Nothing truly favors any na- 
tion while harming other peoples. At best 
a short lived expediency may be served, 
but eventually the penalties of sin will out- 
weigh the profits of expediency. 

This is most dramatically demonstrated 
in the issue of peace and war. Blind, nar- 
row, bigoted and self-righteous nationalism 
may easily dictate shows of force. The hur- 
rah-patriot can easily get himself intoxi- 
cated with slogans that sacrifice his blood, 
even ‘‘to the last drop.”’ But letting peo- 
ple’s blood out of their arteries hardly helps 
them to live; it cuts them off with deadly 
finality. 

With all the blood letting that a modern 
war would cause, the question of whether 
any national goal is worth it becomes quite 
real. One may well ponder this dilemma, 
but the advocacy of war for economic ex- 
pansion or to arrest the socio-economic and 
political self-assertion of other nations is 
unequivocally illegitimate and criminal. 

It is time, therefore, for us to realize that 
all who act against humanity also act 
against their own nation. True patriotism 
must be measured by its affect on all hu- 
manity. Patriotism towards one nation is 
no longer possible when it exacts a toll 
from mankind. 

Whether a man’s act was treacherous 
cannot be established by smearing him with 
propagandistic cliches, but by the ultimate 
consequences of his act to mankind and 
through it to his nation, county and village. 

Even in the past, many individuals con- 
demned as traitors subsequently had to be 
exonerated and hailed as true and great 
patriots. Such men possessed an insight, 
lacking in their contemporaries, that en- 
abled them to envision the true and lasting 
interests of society. 

Irrelevant of our protestations, if the 
defection of men like Bernon F. Mitchell 
and William H. Martin should ultimately 
prove to be a contribution to world peace, 
they will not be traitors but great patriots. 
The same would be true for any Soviet de- 
fectors to the West. 

The truth, however, seems to be that 
neither Mitchell nor Martin were greatly 
concerned with how their defection would 
affect world peace. They did not give up 
their surroundings to serve a cause. On 
the contrary, their “parting statement” 

(Continued on Page 16) 
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Did you ever have the experience of 
watching a friend’s torment and frustration 
when you asked him for a loan or, let's 
say, to co-sign a bank note for you? Of 
course, there is nothing in the world he 


would not do for you. He would not even 
mind, not one bit, not at all, if you just 
used the loan without ever repaying it to 
him, or’ if he had to pay the bank for you. 
In fact. he is even hurt that you posed your 
request in the form of a question as if 
doubting whether he would fulfill it. How 
could you underestimate his friendship like 
that?! Wouldn't he give you the shirt off 
his back? Wouldn't he?! Incidentally, how- 
ever, making loans or co-signing bank notes 
is against his principles. Now you— 
being such a good, devoted friend—would 
not expect him to break his principles, would 
you? Surely, it pains him that the only 
thing in the way of his help is a principle. 
but, poor fellow, what can he do about that?! 
He suffers indescribable pain because of 
that regrettable, bad principle that prevents 
him from doing something he so desperately 
wishes to do for you. A silly principle 
causes him the greatest frustration of his 
life. It is so cruel not to be able to help a 
friend when one is so desperate to do just 
that! And, before long, you find yourself 
consoling your “heartbroken friend”. Al- 
ready you have forgotten your own problems 
and predicament, appreciating the more 
crucial dilemma of your “poor” friend who 
is just too good for this world. If only life 
(and “principles”) allowed him to be as 
good as he wishes to be! Before leaving, 
you might even have to offer him your 
handkerchief to wipe away his tears of 
altruistic despair. Leaving, you will prob- 
ably be remorseful for your own thought- 
lessness and crudeness in having caused 
him such bitter distress. 


Similar “frustrated goodness” often crops 
up in our political and economic debates. 
There are, for instance, the Southern “good 
willed” bigots who want nothing but to pro- 
mote human dignity, equality and justice in 
their communities. This, however, does not 
prevent them from clinging to their “prin- 
ciples” in defending state rights versus Fed- 
eral rights. All other issues fade out in the 
glare of this polestar. It is not that they are 
bigots, chauvinists, exploiters, nor that they 
wish to deny progress and rights to anyone 
—all they are advocating and fighting for 
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is the “principle” of autonomous jurisdiction 
of their state... 


Another case of “frustrated goodness” is 
often provided by the oppositionists to “big 
government”. “Of course” they are all for 
alleviating poverty and want, for instituting 
social services and social justice: indeed 
they are in favor of anything that will give 
the most and best to everybody, absolutely 
everybody ... Even the posing of social 
postulates is something of a misrepresenta- 
tion, if not an outright subversion, as if any- 
one opposed them .. . Except, of course, 
that all such postulates are totally irrelevant 
since there is only one legitimate public 
concern: how to prevent “big government”. 
There is only one despotism, that of “big 
government”, and compared to this one 
menace, no other menace warrants atten- 
tion. Of course, it is unfortunate that some 
people live in misery, ignorance and illness 
—but all this is the result of “big govern- 
ment” and the earth could be turned into a 
real and lasting paradise if only “big gov- 
ernment” were eliminated... 


This theory of “frustrated goodness” has 
many advocates, ranging all the way from 
self-professed ultra-conservatives to certain 
types of “liberals” who oppose all organized 
social and economic reformism. There are 
scores of publications that serve these cir- 
cles, and some of them provide curious ver- 
sions of non-conformity. Some are strongly 
religious, laced with pious terminology that 
lashes out against big government's tres- 
pass on man’s god-given rights. Others pose 
as extremely individualistic crusaders for 
man’s freedom, a freedom they allege to be 
inconsistent with all government regulation 
in the economic and social sphere. Properly 
interpreted, these “crusaders” believe man’s 
right to freedom includes the “right” to be 
poor, deprived and forgotten by society... 
Still other “theoreticians” of the crusade 
against “big government” are the promotion 
departments of certain industrial and market- 
ing companies, who openly voice their 
“public philosophies” in 60-second television 
commercials and full page newspaper ads. 


In another division, these crusaders basi- 
cally fall into two categories: those whose 
immediate business interests dictate the 
propagation of such views and those who, 
out of genuine concern with the phenomenon 
of the individual’s submergence in the ever 
more powerful state, are truly liberally moti- 


vated but fail to appreciate the conse. 
quences of their advocacies. 


The political differences between these two 
groups of “big government” oppositionisits 
are as great and significant as the moral dij. 
ferences. While the former oppose what 
they call “big government”, irrelevant 4 
whether or not the implementation of thei 
advocacies would enhance the indvidual's 
freedom and welfare, the latter, not having q 
vested interest, would probably renege gq; 
soon as they realized that the curtailment oj 
federal authority would not necessarily in. 
crease the individual's freedom from being 
governed and regulated. 


The truth of the matter is that, if the av. 
thority of the individual states were in. 
creased at the expense of federal agencies, 
it would not necessarily follow that their 
citizens would find themselves under less 
government. The advocates of state’s rights 
do not propose to eliminate any authority 
vested in or exercised by federal agencies; 
all they want is a mere transfer of that 
authority. As far as the individual is con. 
cerned, he would still be subject to govern. 
mental regulation whether it emanated from 
Washington or a state capital. It is not gov- 
ernmental authority they oppose but the way 
it has been used. They despair of persuad- 
ing the nation to favor their advocacies for 
the use of government authority and be- 
lieve they are on better grounds, propa- 
gandistically, when challenging the prevail- 
ing authority—not on the merits of its appli- 
cation but in the name of opposing totali- 
tarian tendencies. 

A similar discrepancy occurs between the 
theory and intentions of those who oppose 
governmental social and economic author- 
ity. Even if we should accept, for a moment, 
the theory that total governmental absten- 
tion from economic and social measures 
would bring about general welfare and 
solve all problems, it is obvious that the 
amount of economic regulation, as far as 
the average individual is concerned, would 
not be minimized. 

A government is not necessarily a political 
body situated in a nation’s capital. Not all 
governmental powers are vested in state 
institutions. Only the total organizational 
effort prevailing within a group reflects the 
full extent of the governing function. It is 
not only the king’s decree that regulates his 
subject's life but the total amount of pres- 
sure from all sources that imposes activities 
upon him and prevents him from indulging 
his desires. 

Government so seen consists of much more 
power than that vested in and exercised by 
the state’s legislative, executive and judi- 
ciary branches. It also includes all private 
and public individuals and organizations 
whose activities affect other individuals and 
organizations. It is the sum of planning and 
regulation done in a society, irrelevant of 
who does it. Denying an opportunity of re- 
gulation to one party does not increase the 
flow of unregulated life if the same opportu- 
nity is given to another party. 

With all the authority and regulation our 
Federal Government exercises, it is no more 
than a minor participant in the economic and 
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social domain. Practically all regula- 
tion in this domain is arrogated by powerful 
business enterprises. There is a great mis- 
conception about the nature of the Govern- 
ment’s economic activity. Such enterprises 
as the Tennessee Valley Authority are truly 
economic endeavors. But the activities of 
agencies like the Federal Trade Commission 
and the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion fall into a completely different cate- 
gory. They do not increase the amount of 
governing as far as the individual citizen is 
concerned. On the contrary, they exist to 
minimize or at times to prevent the govern- 
ing function of individuals and organizations 
that have put themselves in a position to 
exercise it. Their task is to prevent individ- 
uals or groups from usurping powers of gov- 
erning and regulating. 

If we did not have, for instance, anti-trust 
and monopoly laws—and undoubtedly the 
industrial giants are not happy with them 
because they limit their freedom—would the 
American citizen be a less or a more gov- 
erned individual? Do laws against price- 
fixing conspiracies add to the degree of the 
individual's being governed and regulated, 
or do they prevent an excessive degree of 
his being governed and regulated by the 
potential price fixers? Or, let’s take social 
legislation. Unemployment benefits involve 
laws, taxes, forms, applications and a bu- 
reaucracy to administer them. It all gives 
the appearance of a governing body, which 
it is indeed. If we should, hawever, do 
away with all unemployment provisions, 
wouldn't millions of people be more thor- 
oughly afflicted by the interests, expedien- 
cies, manipulations, caprices and setbacks 
of their employers than they are under a 
system of unemployment insurance? The 
difference between the two situations is not 
that in one power is exercised while in the 
other it is not; the sole difference between 
them is to be found in the respective pur- 
poses of power application. 

The true question is not whether the ex- 
ecution of authority is desirable or not but 
who exercises it and for what purpose. 
Regulation exercised by business enter- 
prises conceives of the citizen as nothing 
but a consumer. It has no interest in him 
other than to use him for the promotion of 
its own selfish interests. The citizen must, 
therefore, be protected by institutions that 
strive to minimize the degree to which his 
life is regulated, governed and affected by 
power holders who have no inherent loy- 
alty to the public welfare. 

The outcries against “big government” 
are often the very opposite of what they 
pretend to be. They do not come to limit 
the subjugation of the individual to external 
pressures but to increase it. If the survival 
of mass society requires authority, the au- 
thority must be vested in men who will use 
it for the benefit of all. Vesting it in the 
hands of economic giants only leads to 
their still greater aggrandizement. 

Our public media of communication pro- 
vide a lamentable illustration of what hap- 
pens when various domains of public ac- 
tivity are entrusted to business enterprises. 
Our newspapers, radio and television net- 
works are committing a fraud on the Ameri- 


THE BRIGHTER SIDE 


T lowe oo 


B® FOR THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 
for eliminating all questions pertaining 
to race, color and religion from its stu- 
dent application forms. 


B® FOR THE 590 out of a total of 598 
students of the GALAX (Va.) HIGH 
SCHOOL who petitioned their School 
Board for the admission of Negro stu- 
dents to their school. 


B® FOR THE ARLINGTON (Va.) SCHOOL 
BOARD for ending the segregated seat- 
ing policy in its public school buildings. 


B® FOR SENATOR R. VANCE HARTKE, 
CONGRESSMAN CHARLES C. DIGGS, 
Jr. and the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
COMMISSIONERS for initiating investi- 
gations of shameful discriminations 
against Negro diplomats stationed in 
Washington, D. C. 


B® FOR PRESIDENT DWIGHT D. EISEN- 
HOWER for directing that the Pana- 
manian flag be flown beside the Stars 
and Stripes in the Panama Canal Zone. 


B® FOR FORMER SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE THOMAS K. FINLETTER for 
calling on the U. S. Government to be- 
come serious and sincere in its efforts 
on behalf of international disarma- 
ment. 


can people precisely because their adminis- 
tration rests with business enterprises. The 
obvious need is not for the elimination of 
hardly existing public regulation and power 
but for denying the excessive regulation and 
power to private organizations. 

The prevailing situation in America does 
not call for more transfers of authority from 
the state apparatus to those whose effective, 
if unofficial, power is selfishly used. The sit- 
uation calls for a trend in the opposite di- 
rection. j 

It is the dislocation of power centers that 
makes the American system of government 
unique in the world. It is a misnomer to 
refer to it as the capitalistic system. America, 
as it is presently organized, is not a capi- 
talistic country. Rather it comes pretty close 
to being the “hinterland” of several hun- 
dred business enterprises, and the two are 
not synonymous. A capitalistic country can 
embrace the Welfare State idea, but a manu- 
facturer’s public relations department can- 
not. A capitalistic country can and does 
foster culture and entertainment. but the 
collective administration of business enter- 
prises, when given the opportunity, uses 
culture and entertainment as a selfish ad- 
vertising vehicle. A capitalistic country can 


B® FOR THE COURAGEOUS GROUPS OF 
PACIFISTS who attempted to board the 
nuclear submarine Robert E. Lee dur- 
ing the commissioning ceremonies at 
Newport News, Va. as a protest against 
the armament hysteria. 


B® FOR DR. EDWARD C. MAZIQUE of 
Washington, D. C., former president of 
the National Medical Association, for 
the integrity he displayed in praising 
public medical care in the U.S.S.R. upon 
his return from a visit to that country. 


Pm FOR WILLIAM L. MITCHELL, Social 
Security Commissioner, for investigat- 
ing the eligibility of the State of Louisi- 
ana for federal child-aid funds in view 
of its discriminatory administration of 
its relief programs. 


B® FOR LINUS PAULING, Nobel-prize 
scientist, for his continued campaign 
against the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee’s claimed privilege of 
turning him into its informer. 


B® FOR DR. WILLARD UPHAUS for his 
continued preference for being New 
Hampshire’s prisoner rather than in- 
former on potential political victims. 


Bm FOR THE NEWLY INDEPENDENT 
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NIGERIA. 


and does pass labor protective legislation, 
but the collective legal department of busi- 
ness enterprises insists on the total arbitrari- 
ness of its hiring and firing policies. A capi- 
talistic regime entertains alternatives to its 
foreign policy, but heavy industry manufac- 
turers are wed to any foreign relations that 
boost their sales. A capitalistic regime, such 
as England’s in the post-Eden period, can 
say to the shareholders in a foreign invest- 
ment (like the Suez Canal): “You are not 
the alpha and omega of our national inter- 
ests”, but the legal advisors of American 
sugar growers in Cuba cannot say so to the 
sugar growers, nor can the functionaries of 
foreign mining investments reconcile them- 
selves to an independent Congo that in- 
cludes the rich natural deposits in Katanga. 

It is true that the American individual is 
subjugated by too much “government.” but 
its centers do not focus in Washington. They 
stretch from Detroit with its automobile- 
budget-imposing way of life all the way to 
Madison Avenue with its mind-imposing fa- 
cilities. These powers must be curtailed, 
and calling such curtailment “big govern- 
ment” is not only a semantic distortion but 
a euphemistic misnomer for intolerable pub- 
lic abuse. 
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_ The Defectors from Truth 


William H. Martin and Bernon F.Mitchell, the two mathematicians of 
the National Security Agency who defected to the Soviet Union, have under- 
standably enough earned the ill feelings of the American Government and 
press. The latter’s reaction to their defection, however, raises the question 
whether one is justified in resorting to lies against individuals he considers 


his enemies. 


The way the Administration and the American press have been han- 
dling the case throws light on manipulative methods that typify the cold 
war. It is important to expose and study these methods so as to gain val- 
uable insight into our Government’s rationalizations, in order to apply the 


emerging understanding that truth can be 
derived not from official communiques but 
only from logical deductions and analogies. 


The story started on July 18th, when 
the Defense Department opened an investi- 
gation of the disappearance of the two 
NSA employees who did not return from 
their vacation that began on June 24th. A 
news dispatch in The Washington Post of 
August 2nd, based on information obtained 
from the Defense Department, stated that 
“no one was certain about the reason for 
their disappearance.” 


Throughout August the Defense Depart- 
ment was biding its time and avoiding any 
final theory on the pair’s disappearance. 
This in spite of the later revealed fact that 
it already was in possession of the de- 
fectors’ “parting statement”, which, early 
in August, the Department removed by a 


court order from a safe deposit box in the _ 


State Bank of Laurel, Md. While, on Au- 
gust 5th, the Department admitted that 
“there is a likelihood that they have gone 
behind the Iron Curtain”, it seemed deter- 
mined not to commit itself to a definite 
theory on the defection. “Whether the 
Pentagon believes they defected or were 
forced to leave the country was left 
ambiguous in the statement. The Depart- 
ment refused to amplify the point.”* The 
Defense Department disclosed, however, 
“that one of them was under psychiatric 
treatment immediately prior to the time he 
left.” There was no hint as to the nature 
of the alleged psychiatric treatment. 


The Psychiatric Argument was a safe 
foundation for any eventuality. If circum- 
stances should allow the contention that 
the men were blackmailed, it would be re- 
ferred to as the tool of the blackmailers. 
If, on the other hand, the voluntary nature 
of the defection could not be contested, the 
Psychiatric Argument, developed into the 
bolder version of outright mental ab- 
normalcy, would “explain” the phenome- 
non of Americans who prefer the commu- 
nist system. Obviously, the Defense De- 
partment was awaiting the emergence of 
Mitchell and Martin behind the “Iron Cur- 
tain” and, pending their appearance, it 
was leaving the door open for three pos- 
sible contentions: 





1The Washington Post, August 6, 1960. 
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1. That the two NSA mathematicians 
had been kidnapped by Soviet agents; 


2. That they were blackmailed into de- 
fecting the U. S. A. under the threat 
of having their “psychiatric problem” 
exposed; 


3. That they defected of their own voli- 
tion after becoming mentally un- 
balanced. 


The Defense Department and the press 
were indulging in double and triple talk. 
To avoid a possible embarrassment of the 
kind that followed the first statement 
about the missing U-2 plane, no one was 
ready to finalize a theory until additional 
developments suggested which of the pos- 
sible contentions could be made most 
plausible. 


In addition to references to psychiatric 
treatment foundations were laid for an 
eventual contention that the missing men 
were “good”, “patriotic’ Americans who 
had been involuntarily abducted. The De- 
partment’s spokesman said NSA employees 
are given a “pretty exhaustive checkout by 
security people, one of the most thorough 
investigations in the Government.” This 
was the ground-laying for eventual ridicul- 
ing of Soviet contentions that the two men 
defected voluntarily, if circumstances 
should allow the indulgence in such ridi- 
cule. Mitchell’s brother, Emery Mitchell 
was quoted in the press as saying: “if his 
brother is behind the Iron Curtain, ‘it’s 
very much of a surprise, and pre-supposing 
it’s true, he’s not there voluntarily. He 
couldn’t define communism if you stood 
behind him with a gun. His mind just 
didn’t work that way. He had no interest 
in politics at all. I’ve known him for 31 
years and there just isn’t any place that 
you can establish any kind of niche where 
there might be a reason to substantiate 
defection.’ ?” 


Not until September 6th, when Martin 
and Mitchell appeared in a Moscow press 
conference, did the Pentagon choose its 
theory on the defection. In view of what 
Mitchell and Martin said on that occasion 
and in view of their disclosure of the “part- 
ing statements” they had left behind, there 
was no opportunity of claiming that they 
were kidnapped or blackmailed into defec- 
tion. The Department’s reference of Au- 
gust 5th, to Mitchell’s alleged psychiatric 
treatment has proved farsighted indeed; 


the possibility of other theories gone, the 
Department could now refer to the defec- 
tors as “one mentally sick and both ob- 
viously confused.’”* 


While on September 7th the Defense De. 
partment categorically stated that the per- 
sonnel records of Mitchell and Martin 
“showed no evidence of homosexuality or 
other sexual deviation’, only five days later 
the Department “corrected” itself saying 
that “last week’s statement was in error in 
denying any indication of any other seccual 
abormality”* and now “the Pentagon of- 
ficial said, Mitchell, during interviews and 
screening conducted prior to his employ- 
ment by NSA in 1957, admitted that ‘dur- 
ing his teens he had engaged in certain 
abnormal sexual practices.’ ”* 


This was not the only contradiction in 
the finally emerging official story. While 
the Pentagon’s first “disclosure” on 
Mitchell’s alleged psychiatric treatment 
timed it as “immediately prior to the time 
he left”, to offer a “bridge” over previous 
contentions to the contrary, Mitchell's 
sexual deviation was now timed into his 
teens. Rep. Francis E. Walter, however, 
repeatedly referred to Mitchell as a “no- 
torious homesexual’ who kept his job “de- 
spite common gossip concerning him?” and 
despite the fact that “the FBI had informed 
the Pentagon before they were hired that 
one was a homesexual.’” 


The picture that emerges suggests that 
on September 7th the Pentagon found 
nothing in Mitchell’s or Martin’s records 
about homesexaulity; on September 12th 
the Pentagon “did find” in the very same 
records that Mitchell was a sexual deviate 
in his teens; Rep. Walter, Mitchell’s co- 
workers and the FBI knew Mitchell to be 
a “notorious homesexual”’ up to the time 
of defection. 


No fabrication could be more obvious. 
If Pentagon officials indeed found in 
Mitchell’s records compromising material 
that they did not find in them a week 
earlier, the question arises who planted 
that material. Furthermore, one would in- 
deed have to be hopelessly stupid to believe 
that the NSA had hired Mitchell despite 
the FBI's warning that he was a homo- 
sexual. 


The fabrication went still further and on 
September 9th The Washington Post re- 
ported that Rep. “Walter said he has been 
informed that BOTH (emphasis added) 
of the defectors, Bernon F. Mitchell and 
William H. Martin, were known to their 
colleagues to have been sexual deviates be- 
fore the pair fled to Russia.” 


At long last, on September 15th, the 
“original source” for the Government’s con- 
tention of Mitchell’s homsexuality has 
been publicly identified. Data submitted 
by a Silver Spring, Md. psychiatrist, Dr. 
Clarence Schilt, to the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities was reported 
in the nation’s press. 
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Dr. Schilt’s disclosures are hardly trust- 
worthy, not only because of his compro- 
mised ethics in revealing personal data he 
claimed he obtained from a patient, but 
also because it strongly indicates that the 
alleged patient was not his patient after 
all. It turns out that Mitchell had told a 
Laurel, Md. physician who had treated 
him for minor ailments that “he would 
like to talk with a psychiatrist—not as a 
patient but for an evaluation of his ideas 
on certain matters, including his theories 
on sex. He wanted a psychiatrist’s advice, 
he said, because he believed his theories 
were so important they should be published 
in a psychiatric journal”” That’s how 
Mitchell was referred to Dr. Schilt, the 
psychiatrist, and the two men met on three 
occasions. 


It is evident from Dr. Schilt’s disclosure 
that Mitchell never considered himself the 
former’s patient; in view of this it would 
be interesting to establish whether Dr. 
Schilt has ever billed Mitchell for “profes- 
sional services.” Rather, the two men 
seemed to have been involved in an “in- 
tellectual discussion”, in which “it was ap- 
parent he (Mitchell) had read psychiatric 
literature extensively and quoted widely 
known views on the subject” of homsexual- 
ity “on a theoretical level.”” 


Whether in those “theoretical discus- 
sions” Mitchell confessed being a homo- 
sexual, whether this was Dr. Schilt’s own 
deduction at the time of the conversations, 
or whether it was Dr. Schilt’s deduction 
only after Mitchell’s defection to the Soviet 
Union is not entirely an enigma. One must 
bear in mind that Dr. Schilt’s disclosures 
have reached the press through the “good 
offices” of the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities and its chairman Rep. 
Francis E. Walter. The latter’s credibility 
in this case has already been impaired by 
his previous contention that “both of the 
defectors . . . have been sexual deviates”, 
while with regard to Martin not a shred of 
even faked evidence has been produced. 


During the discussions with Dr. Schilt, 
“although Mitchell launched immediately 
into intellectual discussion of homosexual- 
ity, it became apparent that something 
much deeper was bothering him and he 
was under a great deal of strain. But just 
as he appeared ready to discuss his prob- 
lem, he would ask whether he really could 
talk freely to Dr. Schilt, and would seek 
reassurances that the room was not 
‘bugged’ or that his conversation was not 
being recorded on tape. Then he would 
terminte the interview abruptly.’ 


If Mitchell abruptly terminated each of 
the conversations with Dr. Schilt (Isn’t it 
usual for the psychiatrist and not the 
patient to terminate a professional inter- 
view?) “just as he appeared ready to dis- 
cuss his problem,” how come Dr. Schilt 
could, in the next breath, talk about that 





still undisciosed “problem”? Where do 
facts end in this disclosure by Dr. Schilt 
and the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities and where does imagination take 
over? 


While Dr. Schilt was alleged by spokes- 
men of the House Committee to have 
sensed that “something much deeper (than 
an intellectual discussion of homsexual- 
ity) was bothering him and he was under 
a great deal of strain”, once Mitchell was 
alleged to have also indulged in personal 
confessions, it suddenly, surprisingly and 
antithetically “became clear from his con- 
versation that he was seeking no help to 
overcome his homosexual behavior. In fact, 
he justified his behavior and had no guilt 
feelings concerning it.’’” 


Was Mitchell Dr. Schilt’s patient, or was 
he Dr. Schilt’s guest and conversationist? 
Was Mitchell “ready to discuss his prob- 
lem” or did he have none and “it became 
clear ... he was seeking no help’? Was 
Mitchell terminating the conversations 
prior to discussing “his problem” or 
was he a man with “no guilt feelings”? 
Was Mitchell a sexual deviate “in his 
teens” or was he a homosexual “im- 
mediately prior to the time” of defec- 
tion? Was Mitchell the “one (who) was a 
homosexual” or were “both of the defectors 

. sexual deviates’? What, if any, im- 
portance is to be attached to the alternat- 
ing use of the unspecific term of “sexual 
deviate” and the specific term “homo- 
sexual”? Is it possible that the former, 
unspecific reference was preconditioned by 
the fact that it pertained to youthful prac- 
tices which, as psychologists and sexolo- 
gists assure us, are rather normal and uni- 
versal “abnormalities”? And, was the use 
of the unspecific reference to “sexual devi- 
ation” intended to imply more than the 
disclosure of specific facts would bear out, 
yet without the Defense Department mak- 
ing itself guilty of explicit misstatement? 


How psychological and credible are all 
these contradictions of the psychiatrist 
turned informer and the congressman 
turned psychiatrist? Or, are all those 
contentions nothing but propagandistic 
babblings a la another psychiatrist’s (Dr. 
Winfred Overholser, Superintendent of St. 
Elizabeths Hospital in Washington, D. C.) 
“diagnosis” that the two defectors “have 
lost touch with reality (an ambiguous way 
of saying that someone is mentally ill) in 
a way that has led them into a disgrace- 
ful and deplorable situation”’?" If doctors 
consider themselves professionally qualified 
to judge political resolutions as “deplor- 
able situations”, aren't we confronted with 
a rather curious mixture of a politician- 
propagandist-psychiatrist? Or, is it that 
the two psychiatrists have suddenly for- 
gotten all they needed to know to get their 
diplomas and instead have accepted the 
gospel from Francis E. Walter? 


While the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, faithful to its lamenta- 
ble record, opened an investigation of the 
defection with typically irresponsible witch 
and headline hunting, Congress was genu- 


inely interested in reviewing the facts so 
as to establish possible loopholes in the 
clearance procedures of security agencies. 
This more responsible task obviously fell 
into the lap of the House Armed Services 
Committee which opened 2 simultaneous 
investigation. 


There can be no doubt that the Armed 
Services Committee had access to all the 
records and data that were considered by 
Rep. Walter and his crusading colleagues. 
Generally accepted as a more respectable 
body than the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, it benefited from 
more cooperation on the part of the Ad- 
ministration than did Walter’s committee. 


Yet, while a subcommittee of the House 
Armed Services Committee was critical of 
the Administration for assigning Mitchell 
and Martin to sensitive security posts, its 
chairman Rep. Paul J. Kilday did not 
mention any sexual references in their rec- 
ords but instead stated that “the 1957 in- 
vestigation of the men showed Martin to 
be a ‘supreme egotist’ and that Mitchell 
had an inferiority complex . . . ‘From an 
examination of information in the posses- 
sion of NSA at the time of the employ- 
ment of Mitchell and Martin it is my per- 
sonal view that neither should have been 
employed in a sensitive agency. That in- 
formation showed them to be unstable, 
even though SPECIFIC ACTS OF CUL- 
PABILITY WERE LACKING,’“ (Em- 
phasis added). 


As for the Defense Department, smart- 
ing under the impact of Rep. Walter’s at- 
tacks upon it, it seems to have decided to 
rescind its contribution to the conspiracy 
of trumping up charges. It obviously real- 
ized that its own lies and innuendoes could 
no longer hurt Mitchell or Martin but only 
be used to “substantiate” claims of lax 
hiring methods in security agencies. The 
Department’s general counsel J. Vincent 
Burke, Jr., who was entrusted with the de- 
partmental investigation of the defection, 
stated before the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee that “No derogatory infor- 
mation considered disqualifying was turned 
up in the lengthy investigations made of 
both men before they were hired and given 
a top secret clearance in 1957. Subse- 
quently and up to their disappearance, no 
derogatory information of any kind was 
received by NSA.” Burke further stated 
that investigations “did not reveal any 
homosexual tendencies or acts on the part 
of either man’™ 


The areas and details of propagandistic 
falsification regarding William H. Martin 
and Bernon F. Mitchell are obvious enough. 
Among the falsifiers, in addition to the 
Pentagon machinery, were two individuals; 
one a politician, the other a psychiatrist. 
They seem to have shared not only the de- 
termination to sacrifice truth on the altar 
of political expediency, but possibly also a 
desperate need for dependable psycho- 
analysis and psychotherapy. In the words 
of their colleague, Dr. Overholser, they 
“have lost touch with reality.” 
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The Trade in Health 


Physical Therapy and thF 





As early as 1928, a number of eminent 
scientists quickly saw through the ‘“‘half- 
truth and ambiguity” of the General Elec- 
tric Company’s patho-illogical perversions 
in regard to the sun’s ‘‘healing”’ radiations. 
All of these men endeavored, quite inef- 
fectually, to prevent the exploitation of the 
profession and public with only “the short- 
wave, counterfeit sunlight.” Dr. John 
Lovett Morse, then of the Harvard Med- 
ical School and president of a national 
society of pediatricians, correctly described 
it as “The Great American Fraud,’ con- 
cluding that “apparently a considerable 
number of the profession and public are 
gullible and evidently like being gulled.” 

At the same time, in England, Prof. W. 
E. Dixon, one of the foremost physiolo- 
gists of the last half-century, was even 
more specific. In collaboration with Drs. 
Golebrook and Heald, an extensive survey 
of ultraviolet lamps was made and the re- 
sults of their two year study showed that 
mercury vapor lamps (which comprise 
all forms of “ultraviolet” or so-called “sun 
lamps’) were not only ineffective but 
“may awaken a quiescent tubercular con- 
dition, cause active kidney disease, and 


produce inflammation of the heart,’ in~ 


addition to the possibility of inducing 
cancer of the skin. As an indication of the 
serious nature of their findings, the re- 
port concluded: “Our astonishment in 
surveying this bibliography of dangers is 
that legislative action has not occurred in 
all civilized countries.” 

Only one “brave” American periodical 
(significantly not dependent on electrical 
advertising revenue) dared to refer edi- 
torially to this “burlesque on human 
health” by disclosing further that “when 
@ government bureau started to report 
elaborately on the subject of ultraviolet 
rays and their relation to health not long 
ago, it was promptly called off by orders 
from above—which seems to suggest that 
somebody with a good deal of influence 
was not sure that a thorough airing of the 
facts would be good for the trade in 
lamps.” 

Yet, in the face of this and other steadily 
increasing evidence confirming all of these 
facts, the General Electric Company, 
through their Dr. M. Luckiesh, Mr. H. J. 
Holmquest, and with the help of a few 
“retained” scientists and identifiable mem- 
bers of the Council on Physical Medicine 
of the American Medical Association, suc- 
ceeded in “befogging the issue and mis- 
leading the medical profession’ after 
boldly imposing their own irrelevant rul- 
ings and “standards” of acceptance on 
this “protective body.” As a result, over 


IN. E. Med. Jl., May 3, 1928. 

Report to Brit. Med. Soc., Cardiff, 1928. 
*The New Republic, May 5, 1930. 

431. of the Franklin Institute, 1946 


$400,000,000 of essentially fraudulent and 
potentially dangerous apparatus is in use 
in “misled” physicians’ offices, private and 
government hospitals, clinics, and even 
homes. 

A rather humorous (if not tragic) indi- 
cation of the present status of “ultra- 
violet” lamps and “diathermy” even in 
professional application was furnished by 
the guest speaker at a national conven- 
tion of physical therapists in New York 
City several years ago. Dr. Edmund 
Prince Fowler, a pre-eminent otologist and 
surgeon, concluded his address as fellows: 
“Certainly, God Almighty did a remark- 
able job when he made a human being 
sufficiently robust to withstand the con- 
tinued use of many forms of present day 
physical therapy.” 

It is quite probable that three-fourths 
of the medical public have received, or 
are still receiving, clinical applications of 
either “short-wave ultraviolet,” long-wave 
“infrared,” and a confusing category of 
electrical “diathermy” and that our ab- 
normally “high cost of medical care” has 
thus been further augmented by billions 
of dollars. All of these devices followed 
the initial exploitation of the mercury 
vapor lamp, each claiming to make up for 
a deficiency of the former. 
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By Edwar 


There can be no real doubt that these 
“modalities” are ineffective, essentially 
fraudulent and potentially dangerous sub- 
stitutes for the therapeutic radiations known 
to be present in natural sunlight on which 
the present practice of Physical Medicine 
was founded—a fact readily confirmed by 
reviewing any textbook on the subject. As 
will be seen later, the truly effective thera- 
peutic radiation of sunlight may be read- 
ily reproduced and amplified artificially by 
several methods, but the medical public 
has been denied its vastly greater benefit 
solely by the continued weight of influence 
of the General Electric Company on our 
foremost medical body by maintaining 
known irrelevant standards. 


For although the “‘sun cure’’ of the Al- 
pine clinics formed the foundation of Physi- 
cal Medicine and radiation therapy, the 
profession and public were not told that in- 
stead of the advertised “desirability of the 
best mid-day midsummer sunlight,’ pa- 
tients at these solaria are systematically 
taken indoors during the “mid-day mid- 
summer’ period to avoid the very radiation 
which is amplified from 40 to 200 times 
in all American ‘‘ultraviolet’’ and so-called 
“‘sun’’ lamps. 

In addition, it has been consistently ob- 
served that patients taking the “sun cure” 
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ese — in the Alps improve more rapidly during from the house tops for so many years. 
ally the remainder of the year, especially in 
sub- the winter months, when the short-wave, A SUMMARY OF LIGHT THERAPY 
wn —  sun-burning ultraviolet is of negligible in- The present division of medicine known 
lich tensity. Yet all of the literature and pro- as Physical Therapy was founded on the 
sine paganda on sun lamps, including some in- remarkable clinical results secured 
by spired “scientific” papers, emphasize “the natural sunlight at a number of European 
As lack of the health-giving rays” in the “Sun Clinics,” chiefly those of Dr. August 
ara- winter sun. Rollier at Leysin, and Dr. Oscar Bernhard 
pad. Of interest to every “sun tan” devotee at St. Moritz, Switzerland. 
by are the reports of the Cancer Control The first successful use of an artificial 
blic Branch of the National Cancer Institute  sybstitute was introduced at the now 
efit which show that skin cancer is seven famous Finsen Light Institute at Copen- 
nee times as prevalent in Dallas, Texas as in hagen, Denmark, and it is important to 
our Detroit, Michigan. The causative factor note that a plain carbon are lamp was 
ning is clearly shown to be the higher solar in- _— chosen as the source of radiant energy and 
dex of Dallas over that of Detroit. (The that this type of radiation has remained 
Al- findings for Miami and St. Petersburg, pracitically unchanged at this institute for 
ysi- which have a still higher solar index, well over 50 years. 
the should be of interest, but it might prove About 1925, against all available physical, 
; in- harmful to the tourist trade, as well as physiological, and clinical evidence, 
the to the trade in lamps.) General Electric Company, through their 


pa- But, when these facts are placed beside Dr. M. Luckiesh, began the ‘‘systematic’’ 
advertisements of ‘‘ultraviolet’’ lamps exploitation of the mercury vapor lamp in 


which convey to the ill-informed public a fused quartz as a _ substitute for solar 
tion suggestion of great ‘‘health value’ and yet radiation, With the help of Dr. W. T. Bovie, 
mes emit only the questionable rays of the sun, then of Harvard University and under re- 
Hed 





(erythema producing) 
ultraviolet radiation in sunlight were re- 
sponsible for all of its recognized thera- 
peutic effects. As ‘‘proof’’ of this premise 











there can no longer be any doubt that only tainership by General Electric Company, 
our most influential medical body and our the scientific and popular literature of the 
ob- most powerful industrial body could keep period was literally flooded with the er- 
such vital truth from literally being shouted roneous theory that only the ‘‘sunburning’ 









wave lengths of 


(and the only ‘‘evidence’’ that could be ad- 


vanced in support of it) the obscure condi- 
tion known as “rickets”? was irrelevantly 


seized upon. 


Although the “‘rat”’ is used by the Ameri- 
can Medical Association to ‘‘prove’’ that 
short ultraviolet rays may cure ‘‘rickets’’, 
it was not generally known that 1600 rats 
were also used by the U. S. Public Health 
Service to prove that these same rays pro- 
duced 1600 cancers of the skin. The ‘‘pro- 
fessional” model ultraviolet lamp emits 
still shorter ultraviolet radiations which are 
described by Ellice McDonald as “hun- 
dreds of times more lethal to cells than 
high-voltage X-rays.’ 

But the irony involved in the choice of 
“rickets’’ as a therapeutic index or ‘‘stan- 
dard’ is evidenced by the fact that while 
it may be the one condition which may be 
“cured” (at least in rats) with only ultra- 
violet radiation (minus the other spectral 
components of luminous and _ infrared), 
rickets is also the one condition for which 
no sensible physician would think of using 
radiation in its treatment, as this may be 
accomplished much more effectively and 
cheaply with cod liver oil and Vitamin D 
preparations. 


TECHNIQUES OF SUPPRESSION 
Episode 1: First Attempt At Suppression 

In 1925 a simple and inexpensive method 
of producing an effective type of “artifi- 
cial sunlight” was discovered. By a slight 
change in the design and operating tem- 
perature of a tungsten filament lamp, all 
three of the effective therapeutic portions 
of sunlight were thereby greatly increased. 
In experimental clinical application this 
simple method was quickly proved to be 
markedly more effective than the very ex- 
pensive quartz mercury lamp in a diversity 
of indicated conditions, yet without vestige 
of ‘“‘erythema’’ (sunburn) in its application. 

Although the emission characteristics had 
been confirmed by Prof. E. L. Chaffee of 
Harvard University, Dr. Fishbein of the 
A. M. A. requested Dr, W. T. Bovie to fur- 
nish a report on the method. (It is quite 
significant that Bovie was under retainer 
by the General Electric Company and was 
chief co-worker with Dr. M. Luckiesh of 
the General Electric Company in the ex- 
ploitation of the mercury vapor lamp and 
its unique ability to produce a rapid red- 
dening of the skin, medically described as 
‘“‘erythemal potency.’”’ Dr. Bovie was also 
rather significantly appointed as the first 
chairman of the newly formed ‘Council on 
Physical Therapy.’’) 

On March 27, 1926, Fishbein published 
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Bovie’s report in the A. M. A. Journal. It 
disparaged completely all of the physical 
characteristics and ultraviolet component, 
virtually describing it as a fake and fraud. 
Within a month thereafter, Bovie was 
forced to admit before witnesses that he 
had made no tests whatever and although 
the report was proved (and so admitted by 
Bovie) to be grossly erroneous, repeated 
requests to Fishbein to publish a correc- 
tion were completely ignored. 


Of necessity, the inexpensive tungsten 
method obviously stressed the fact that 
vastly superior clinical results could be 
secured without producing an ‘“erythema.”’ 
This was anathema to the General Electric 
Company’s theory and if it were generally 
known, it would have reduced to an ab- 
surdity the General Electric—A. M, A. 
“Erythemal Standards of Acceptance”’ and 
destroyed the exploitation of the expensive 
mercury vapor lamp and the other physical 
therapy apparatus necessitated by the 
spectral deficiencies of mercury vapor. 

The Bovie report was, of course, taken 
at its face value by the profession who 
were unaware of its erroneous nature. It is 
generally accepted that an adverse report 
in the “Journal’’ usually makes it more 
difficult to introduce any development to 
the profession at large. 


Episode II: Attempted Suppression by the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
1928-1930. 


To confirm the original radiometric 
claims and to correct the erroneous Bovie- 


Fishbein report, a research was under-. 


taken at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology under the direction of Prof. 
D. C. Stockbarger. Delays which were 
plainly unwarranted became apparent. 
After one year and a half, a formal re- 
quest was made for its completion, as in- 
stallment payments had been made for the 
work. At the end of another month when 
an insistent demand was presented, Prof. 
Stockbarger stated: “I regret that I can- 
not give you the report as I am in the em- 
ploy of the General Electric Company.” 

The matter was immediately placed be- 
fore Prof. Norton, then head of the De- 
partment of Physics. He requested Prof. 
Stockbarger to furnish the report which 
was promptly done. 

In a subsequent research done by Prof. 
G. R. Harrison, the letter accompanying it 
concluded with the following: “These data 
are not to be used in any controversial 
manner.” In effect, such a stipulation was 
equivalent to saying, “Although this is 
established ‘Truth’ it must not be used if 
it should embarrass the General Electric 
Company.” In calling attention to such 
an unusual restriction, the request was 
rescinded. 


SUPPRESSION OF AN M.LT. REPORT 
ON RICKETS (1939) 


As we have seen, the cure of “rickets in 
rats” is a requirement for securing the 
“seal of approval” of the A. M. A. Al- 
though it, as well as the rapidity of ‘‘ery- 


SMurph: Hines, Paul, et. al., Archives of 
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themal’”’ or sun-burn reaction, bear no 
ratio.:al relation to the broad efficacy of a 
therapeutic light source, it was decided to 
use the A. M. A.’s own “official’’ require- 
ment to secure their acceptance of this 
non-irritating form of radiation. Accord- 
ingly, a research was instituted at M.I.T. 
under the direction of Prof. John W. 
Bunker. The research was completed in 
about six weeks and proved this ‘‘non-sun- 
burning” radiant energy to be definitely 
effective in the healing of experimental 
rickets, 


The report was presented personally to 
Dr. John §. Coulter in Chicago where he 
had been the chairman of the Council on 
Physical Medicine since Dr. Bovie’s “‘re- 
signation” (It is relevant to note that Dr. 
Coulter was the director ofthe Physical 
Therapy Clinic at the Northwestern Uni- 
versity Medical School and received a size- 
able research grant yearly from the Gen- 
eral Electric Company.) 


Dr. Coulter and the secretary of the 
Council, Mr. H. A. Carter, read Prof. 
Bunker’s report and handed it back, refus- 
ing to admit it in evidence. 


Here were incontrovertible facts which 
would have knocked out the very keystone 
of the $400,000,000 Physical Therapy fiasco 
and which simply could not be allowed to 
receive general recognition. 


In notifying Prof. Bunker that his re- 
search report was ‘‘unacceptable” to the 
A.M.A., he was plainly piqued but gen- 
erously offered to submit it for publication 
to the Rockefeller Institute Journal to 
which he was a contributor, stating that its 
publication by them would carry more 
weight than even its appearance in the 
A.M.A. Journal. After several weeks, this 
scientifically important paper, which might 
have changed the basic concept of effective 
Radiation Therapy, was returned to Prof. 
Bunker and the important conclusions of 
his research remained generally unknown. 


For the sake of brevity the author is 
omitting the incriminating details of four 
Council “Rejections” over a period of fif- 
teen years which, beyond any legal or 
reasonable doubt, establish the General 
Electric Company’s unethical influence on 
the Council of Physical Medicine. 


THE FIRST FRAUD CREATED A 
GREATER FRAUD 


The inherent deficiencies and ineffec- 
tiveness of the mercury vapor spectrum 
necessitated the further exploitation of the 
profession and public with additional ap- 
paratus “in a separate package,” which 
claimed to be a functional substitute for 
the important “deep heating” or photo- 
thermal effects of the sun. So, electrical 
DIATHERMY was introduced and over 
$150,000,000 worth of ‘‘The most suggestive, 
the most expensive, the most dangerous, 
and the least effective form of heat known 
to man,”’ is now to be found in practically 
every hospital and clinic, as well as in the 
offices of over 60 per cent of the practicing 
physicians of this country. 


Every capable and sincere physician who 
has employed “‘Diathermy” on an adequate 


series of cases knows the above quoted 
description of its action to be an accurate 
one. But, it has remained for Prof. H. M. 
Hines and his colleagues to furnish labor. 


atory confirmation of it. The repert de. 
monstrated that no increase in circulation 
is produced by diathermy unless higher 
dosages than those considered safe are 
given. (Even a “hot pack” or hot-water 
bag will produce a measurable increase in 
blood flow.) But, it is also shown that an 
ordinary “infrared heater’? produces higher 
tissue temperatures at a depth of three 
centimetres than diathermy machines of 
any wave length. 


A number of “‘super-sonic generators” 
have been sold in Europe and America ex. 
ploiting another form of potentially danger. 
ous but “‘spectacular’” energy for the heat- 
ing of tissue. The basic effect of this ab- 
normally high vibratory, super-sonic energy 
is one of destruction on organic and in. 
organic structures. Industrially, it is being 
used for the rapid production of holes in 
the hardest steel, ceramic and other 
materials. Physiologically, it has been 
shown to induce necrosis in the bone and 
soft tissue of animals. (One of its first 
experimental applications killed mice al- 
most instantly, On autopsy, their red cor- 
puscles were found to have been select- 
ively shattered.) 


CONCLUSION 


With the compelling evidence available 
there can no longer be any real doubt that 
the medical profession and public have 
been denied the vastly greater benefit of 
several simple methods of effective Radia- 
tion Therapy that may be made readily 
available. One such method has been in 
daily employment for years by a group of 
specialists in ophthalmology, orthopedics, 
oto-laryngology, oral pathology, and other 
divisions of medical practice. In one re- 
port covering over 10,000 cases of diversi- 
fied pathology, the method has been de- 
scribed as “singularly irreplaceable, even 
before and after the introduction of the 
antibiotics.” 


If no more than these authoritative re- 
ports were available they would suggest 
the urgently needed and long overdue re- 
placement of the ineffective measures 
which after twenty years, are still being 
employed in the treatment of our service- 
men and the medical public. In the pub- 
lication of this brief and regrettably ac- 
cusational monograph, the author believes 
that he has helped to advance the Hum- 
phris’ prophecy that, “Light, when scienti- 
fically applied, will do infinitely more than 
any other agent in the service of man to 
restore normal physiological conditions.” 

In confirmation of this view, he has re- 
ceived the unqualified endorsement of 
some of the most eminent biophysicists 
and specialized clinicians in the field. 

But, the entrenched invasion and pro- 
stitution of the medical profession by com- 
mercial interests calls for prompt action 
by government agencies to insure the pro- 
per treatment of our medical and socio- 
economic maladies. 
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The “Danger” of Peace (Continued from Page 1) 


Prime Minister Nehru, Prime Minister 
Menzies, Prime Minister Diefenbaker, 
President Tito, President Nkrumah, Presi- 
dent Sukarno, President Nasser and others 
have dared to come to New York, thereby 
inviting our State Department's designa- 
tion of “propagandistic collaborators with 
the Kremlin”. 

So, we have given the General Assem- 
bly the kiss of death by maintaining that 
the very participation of the most au- 
thoritative national representatives would 
serve nothing but Soviet propaganda. 

Our preventive efforts against the ef- 
fectiveness of the General Assembly did 
not stop there. One thing is certain: if 
there is going to be any pacification of 
international relations it will require the 
best good will of, among others, Chair- 
man Khrushchev. We, therefore, did all 
that was within our power to diminish his 
good will, resorting to such pettinesses as 
putting our chief diplomatic opponent un- 
der island arrest, isolating him from 
everyone that could be detcined by a 
police cordon and instigating hostile dem- 
onstrations against him. 

All this, however, did no more than 
set the stage for the fatal blow of ob- 
structionism. If Khrushchev’s good will 
was not shattered in spite of all the de- 
liberate personal annoyances, if he was 
still determined to strive for peace from 
the U. N. gathering, our main diplomatic 
strategy came to totally frustrate him. 
That strategy was the consistent offspring 
of a method that effectively prevented 
any conciliation in Paris only a short time 
ago. There, in Paris, President Eisen- 
hower insisted upon the Soviet’s recogniz- 
ing that flights over their territory fell un- 
der American jurisdiction, while a New 
York meeting between him and Khru- 
shchevy was made subject to the latter's 
recognition, in effect, that the U.S.S.R. 
would not try American spy-pilots sent on 
such overflights. Unless Khrushchev agreed 
that flight schedules over Soviet territory 
be prepared in the Pentagon, there would 
be no resumption of talks between him 
and President Eisenhower .. . 

Putting the problem this way, we could 
sanctimoniously pretend that the resump- 
tion of summit negotiations depended on 
nothing but the Soviet's mere “yes”, but 
no one in his right mind could fail to ap- 
preciate that our demand deprived the 
Soviet representative of any possibility 
of compliance. 

In plain English the grand strategy of 
our State Department said: “No matter 
who comes to New York, no matter who 
and under what circumstances demands 
we talk peace with the Soviets, we won't 
do it. So, the wisest thing for you chiefs 
of governments to do is to stay home 
and not to show up at the General As- 
sembly. It won't help you anyway.” 

The American obstructionist determina- 
tion did not escape the international diplo- 
matic community. In an atmosphere of 
despair the General Assembly turned into 
a free for all Assembly of the Guilty. 


Khrushchev, despairing of his mission and 
hopes, shed all responsible restraints and 
exploited some very serious blunders of 
the U.N. Secretariat to threaten the body 
of the U.N. itself by depriving it of any 
effective headquarters and substituting for 
it the inertia of a multiple Secretariat- 
General. Premier Castro, registering 
Washington's anti-conciliation mood, used 
the rostrum of the United Nations for well 
justified but hardly constructive denuncia- 
tions. Even President Nasser believed he 
was serving international conciliation by 
simultaneously advocating the elimination 
of a nation he despised. And Harold 
Macmillan was urgently imported from 
London to do no more than fill a dramatic 
stage sequence so that Khrushchev's was 
not the last word... 

The ‘‘neutrality” with which the alleged 
ideological differences between Russian 
and Chinese Communists is reported by 
American leaders and the press is not 
only amazing but also provides an indis- 
pensable insight into our own international 
intentions. If their reports are correct, 
the disputes within the communist camp 
are much more than a family quarrel. 
They may be decisive to world peace, 
and we should be doing all within our 
power and imagination to support Khru- 
shchev's position against the more mili- 
tant Chinese approach that regards war 
as inevitable. That is, if we are sincerely 
interested in peace. Yet, not only are 
our reports on the alleged Sino-Russian 
quarrels reported without any feeling of 
our own involvement, but our Government 
seems to be doing all within its power 
to prove Khrushchev's advocacy of co- 
existence wrong for the Communists. It 
is as if Khrushchev's conciliatory policies 
were a greater danger to us than a di- 
rect challenge to international peace. As 
if we wanted nothing but for Khrushchev's 
policies to be defeated in the Kremlin and 
supplanted by a militancy we ascribe to 
Peking. Perhaps then the ungratifying 
and thankless task of preventing peace 
would not rest on our eager shoulders. 


True to this policy, our blind opposition 
to the admission of China to the United 
Nations seems to be serving nothing but 
eventual unbearable Chinese pressure on 
the Soviet Union to leave the unrepre- 
sentative international organization. Is 
this what our diplomacy has been labor- 
ing and striving for? 

To serve this policy we not only deny 
a United Nations seat to China, not only 
frustrate all Khrushchev's applications for 
bona fide negotiations, but we also en- 
courage West Germany and West Berlin 
to indulge in actions clearly intended to 
invite Soviet reactions and the worsening 
of international relations. The retaliatory 
steps of East Germany's Government are 
given great emphasis in our press and 
official announcements, but West Ger- 
many’s provocative steps, resorted to with 
our full knowledge and prompting, are 
hardly mentioned and their causative 
character totally omitted. 


From all these quite distinguishable in- 
tentions of the American Administration 
we may “‘safely’’ assume that the Gen- 
eral Assembly will end in a fiasco. That 
the man who was so eager to be recorded 
in history as “the President of Peace” 
could afford such extreme negativism re- 
flects his and the power elite’s uncom- 
promising determination to protect our 
war economy against the “dangers” of 
peace. That not even election year ex- 
pediencies necessitated a peace-serving 
pretense is a testimony to the gullibility 
of the American electorate. 

Nor did possible repercussions in our 
relations with the neutral powers suffice to 
moderate our peace obstructionism. And, 
should the changed pro-American plural- 
ity in the United Nations prove somewhat 
too troublesome for the pursuit of a 
‘peace policy" that measures its success 
by the extent of its failures, we may well 
be inclined to re-appraise our attitude to- 
ward the United Nations. As many of 
our leaders are aiready suggesting, the 
day may be close indeed when we will 
resort to wholesale vetoes in the Security 
Council. 


Oct. 2, 1960 


We Don’t Give a Damn... 


During an. interview on the ‘‘Open End’’ 
television program conducted by David 
Susskind, Chairman Khrushchey charged 
that, on the eve of his departure for the 
U.N, General Assembly, the United States 
planned to send a new spy plane over the 
Soviet Union. He said that the disclosure 
of his knowledge of the planned aerial 
penetration to U. S. Ambassador Llewellyn 
E. Thompson and the threat that ‘‘we shall 
shoot the plane down’’ caused the United 
States to rescind the flight order. 

Khrushchev’s allegation sounds quite be- 
lievable. It is doubtful whether he would 
lie in - public, relying on Ambassador 
Thompson to bear false witness for him .. . 

Obviously, the Administration is so de- 
termined to continue its military provo- 
cations that neither domestic nor world 


public opinion suffices to frustrate its de- 
signs. 

The only paradoxical ray of hope in- 
herent in our ‘‘we don’t give a damn” 
determination to proceed with war provo- 
cations lies in the fact that the more ob- 
vious it becomes the fewer supporters are 
left for it throughout the world. How deep 
the gap is growing between official Ameri- 
can policies and those of our yesterday’s 
friends and today’s neutrals is indicated 
by the fact that, at the very time that 
the British Labor Party spoke out against 
nuclear weapons, in the U.S.A., even a 
man like Senator Hubert Humphrey is con- 
verting to an advocate of an A-test re- 
sumption. How much longer will we be 
able to respond to the protests of a whole 
world with ‘‘we don’t give a damn!’’? 
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Fragments in the Anatomy of Conscience 


By Edward Drew Gourley 


It is generally assumed among theologians that “conscience 
is a monitor in the breast of every individual, placed there by a 
Supreme Being, whereby man may infallibly distinguish between 


right and wrong conduct.” On the other hand, many philosophers 
take issue with this theory and assert that man possesses no such 
inward prompter, but rather that the moral sense is gradually ac- 
quired through experience and observation. The late Robert 
Blatchford, one of England’s great humanitarians, once de- 
clared that “If the conscience were really a supernatural guide 
to right conduct it would always and everywhere tell man what 
is eternally right or wrong. But the conscience is changeable and 
uncertain. It is a magnetic needle that points north at one time 
and south at another time—that points all around the compass for 
all kinds of travelers on life’s ocean; that has no relation to the 
everlasting truths at all.’ 


“When I was a boy,” said Blatchford, “my conscience pained 
me severely if I stayed away from Sunday school or neglected to 
say my prayers. But it does not chide me now for not going to 
church, nor for not praying. Why has consience thus changed its 
tone with me? Simply because I have changed my opinions. 
Conscience is not a divine voice, for it is no wiser and no better 
than ourselves.” 

Before our Civil War some of the Christian clergy in the 
South quoted the Bible in their defense of slavery, and claimed 
that it helped to propagate the gospel of Christ. In his book, 
“The Rise of American Civilization,” Charles Beard relates that 
some of these clergymen sought advice from abroad, and were 
gratified to learn that: “If you take slaves in faith and with the 
intent of conducting them to Christ, the action will not be sin, but 
may prove a benediction.” Thus the morally minded merchants 
of the South were encouraged to make their slaves “freemen of 
the heavenly Jerusalem.” During the days‘of the Caesars a young 
Nazarene got up in a synagogue and, quoting the prophet Isaiah, 
announced some planks for his social platform. Among these he 
revealed that he had been sent “to preach good tidings to the 
poor’—“to proclaim release of the captives.” But about three 
centuries later, at the Council of Nicea, Jesus was made a god, 
and his radical resolutions were prevented from coming into fruit. 
The “man of sorrows” was to be worshipped, not followed. 

There is much inspiration to be found in the social principles 
of Jesus, but the religion which bears his name holds little to 
ripen the conscience of its vast following. Its tenets consist 
largely of promulgations and scriptural interpolations of early 
authoritarians in the service of the few. For the many it denies 
the abundant life in the here and now, and substitutes rewards 
in a nebulous hereafter. It promises everlasting punishment to 
unbelievers and eternal bliss to the baptized. It converts the 
ignorant into a tractable mass of superstitious inferiors, and in 
this spiritual malaise the conscience becomes warped, and fear 
becomes enthroned as a guide to human conduct. It was not 
Marx but the English clergyman Charles Kingsley whe first de- 
clared. “The Bible has been turned into a mere constable’s hand- 
book—an opium dose for keeping beasts of burden patient.” 

As long as any religion prompts people to seek personal sal- 
vation in another world and evades the question of collective sur- 
vival on this earth, it lacks a reverence for life and becomes a 
deadener of the social conscience. The traditional religionist has 
much to unlearn, and because he represents such a vast company 
his enlightenment is of vital importance in the struggle for sur- 
vival. Josh Billings, the humorist, once said that “It ain’t what 
a man don’t know that makes him a fool, but what he does know 
that ain’t so.” 


Traditional ethics have tended to confine moral judgments to - 


individual virtue and vice without recognizing the fact that people 
are molded, to a great extent, by the circumstances in which they 
are placed. It was the 18th Century French philosopher Hel- 
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vetius who said: “Morality is only a frivolous science if it is not 
combined with politics and legislation.” ... “One recognizes the 
hypocritical moralists on the one hand in the indifference with 
which they regard the vices that disintegrate empires, and on the 
other hand in the passionate anger with which they rage against 
the private vices.” Although it is just as applicable to our modern 
society, an observation of this type would be very difficult to find 
in one of our academic text books, because the vigilant censors 
who examine them derive little comfort from any critical exam. 
ination of our established mores. However, we can be sure there 
will be little marked improvement in individual behavior until a 
change is made in some of the rules which govern our lives. Sen. 
ator Fulbright remarked recently that, “We are going to have 
to realize that a way of life is not necessarily inferior to ours be- 
cause it is different.” 


In these days of declining morals and “manufactured crises,” 
we are brain-washed, and often coerced, into the rejection of new 
and brighter alternatives for the future. In the political con- 
fusion we become bewildered—yield to lethargy, and finally lock 
the lips of self-expression. Our emotions seek an outlet, but be- 
cause we lack the urge to explore fresh fields of thought, we are 
rendered incapable of comprehending the problems of our day. 

Without the spirit of boldness in our reading and listening 
habits we become disoriented and lose our sense of direction; 
timidity holds the mind within a limited sphere of knowledge, and 
thus retards the development and enrichment of the moral sense. 
Under these circumstances, instead of prompting us toward higher 
levels of endeavor, conscience actually gets in our way, and we 
become its prisoner. Shakespeare was a student of human nature 
and he understood the torturing remorse which visits the slackers 
who fail to do their moral best. You may recall the meaningful 
lines he ascribed to Richard III: “My conscience hath a thousand 
tongues and every tongue brings in a several tale, and every tale 
condemns me for a villain.” 

Most human frailties, conducive to anti-social behavior, are 
influenced by an insensitive environment, and many of its de- 
moralized victims become unconscious enemies of humanity. In 
a recent editorial in the Saturday Review, Norman Cousins points 
out some of these depraved characters. “The enemy,” says Mr. 
Cousins, “is the man whose only concern about the world is that 
it stay in one piece during his lifetime. Nothing is less important 
to him than the shape of things to come, or the needs of the next 
generation. ... The enemy is the man who... . believes in his 
own helplessness . . . His main article of faith is that there are 
mammoth forces at work which the individual cannot possibly 
comprehend, much less alter or direct. The enemy is the man 
who has a willingness to delegate his worries about the world to 
officialdom. The enemy is any man in the pulpit who .. . iden- 
tifies himself as a man of God but feels no urge to speak out 
against a situation in which the nature of man is likely to be 
cheapened and the genetic integrity of man violated and distant 
generations condemned to a lower species. He is a dispenser of 
balm rather than an awakener of conscience.” I might add that 
the enemy is also the man who speaks glibly of preemptive war, 
urging military appropriations under the guise of “Peace Power.” 


Today, as never before, we are bombarded through eye and 
ear with propaganda which tends to dull or deaden our objective 
insights. We are importuned to “pray for peace” by both ortho- 
dox religionists and a materially minded officialdom whose fears 
are mainly centered in the economic consequences of a final rap- 
prochement. Franz Schneider, a professor of German at the 
University of California says: “Yes, pray for peace. It entails no 
risks. It is eminently respectable and safe. Let George do it! 
Take good care that you do not work for peace! That will put 
you in the social dog-house in a jiffy, if not straight in jail.” 


And what shall we say of the alarmists who insist on keeping 
us all on the brink? A short time ago I came across a trade 
paper called Publisher’s Auciliary, and was astounded to read an 
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THE WAY WE SEE IT 
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THE ISSUE 

Now, that the date of the presidential 
election is so close, the guessing game as 
to what the disputed “issues” between 
the candidates are is all over. It has been 
a nerve-wracking experience following 
that “historic” guessing game in which the 
entire body politic of the country was in- 
volved, including the leaders of both politi- 
cal “parties,” the press, the voters. Even 
the candidates themselves seemed posi- 
tively uncertain about their differences 
and could manage no more than mere 
guesses on the subject. 

Finally, however, the true and prac- 
tically the only difference between the 
candidates has emerged with indisputable 
clarity. All the guessing is over, the is- 
sue is brilliantly clear and we can see 
the different paths down which the two 
presidential aspirants would take the coun- 
try and with it the world. 

There can be no doubt that, when the 
news broke, Mr. Khrushchev as well as 
Dag Hammerskjold were awakened from 
sleep and briefed on it, an emergency 
meeting was held in the Kremlin, and the 
Chinese probably proclaimed a general mo- 
bilization at once. And, as far as the 
American public was concerned, it be- 
came obvious that there is no longer any 
need for worry and concern: our national 
and international matters are being at- 
tended to with a true sense of responsi- 
bility. 

Cynics and foreign agents may sneer 
at the clear-cut election issue, but then 
that’s their job (paid for by the Kremlin) 
and no one needs to take them seriously. 
Anyway, the voting public got all it needed 





for making a choice between the office 
seekers: during their first television ‘“de- 
bate” the one appeared with makeup on, 
the other—without makeup. Are you dis- 
appointed, does the matter seem trivial? 
—Fool that you are, as if you didn’t know 
that makeup men (“advisors”) were flown 
from city to city, conferences and consul- 
tations held, and the shining face of the 
incoming object of our idolization was 
tenderly tendered with smoothing powder. 

So, the issue in this presidential election 
finally becomes clear; as for the 1964 elec- 
tions we have decided to seek our can- 
didate not in any party convention but in 
the nation’s powder rooms. By the way, 
long live the President, whoever he may 
be—if only his face is powdered! 


WHO WENT TO THAT BROTHEL? 

If you are a truth seeker, do yourself 
this favor: take a dime, put it in an en- 
velope, write a note requesting a copy of 
the September 27th issue, and address the 
envelope to New York Times, 229 West 
43rd St., New York, N. Y. Then write a 
postcard to the United Nations General 
Assembly, New York, N. Y. and request 
them to mail you the “Provisional (un- 
corrected and unedited) Verbatim Record 
of the Eight Hundred and Seventy-Second 
Plenary Meeting—A-PV. 872.” 

When the two will reach you, read the 
excerpts from Dr. Castro’s speech on 
page 20 of the Times, then read the 
full record of Dr. Castro’s speech before 
the General Assembly. To your amaze- 
ment you will discover that while the 
Times report was probably derived from 
the full, authentic transcript, there are 





differences between them. Reading the 
Times version, you will be overwhelmed 
by the impression that the speaker was 
a primitive, half-illiterate and inarticulate 
man, but in the full report of the General 
Assembly you will discover one of the 
most intelligent and classical speeches of 
our times. Start comparing single sen- 
tences and for a moment you will be at 
a loss to discover the perversive techniques 
that were applied by the nation’s largest 
daily. There are. no obvious distortions 
and the two versions coincide almost ver- 
batim. Almost but not quite. Here and 
there you will become aware of a missing 
period in the Times version, separate sen- 
tences running into each other and there- 
by losing their coherence and articulate- 
ness, a single word, often just a pronoun 
or preposition, missing. Such “little” 
changes account for Dr. Castro’s emer- 
gence from the pages of the Times as a 
primitive, uneducated peasant babbler and 
transform a truly great address by the 
most insidious “plastic surgery” into a 
piece of ugliness. It would take quite a 
thick book to enumerate all the “small 
corrections” that have achieved this per- 
version, and millions of Americans have 
had no warning about the fraud com- 
mitted on their minds. 

And suddenly, you will also appreciate 
how Castro’s checking into a Harlem 
hotel provided our press with the “in- 
spiration” of reporting that the Cuban 
U. N. delegation had moved into a brothel 

. There are, of course, all kinds of 
brothels, and this time, it seems, the New 
York Times frequented one of the 
worst... 





Associated Press wire from Washington, (dated May 18, 1960), 
which stated: “Sen. Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.) today urged full 
speed in development of the B-70 bomber, asserting the United 
States could use it to launch a war.’ It is interesting to note 
that Sen. Goldwater has recently written a book entitled “The 
Conservative Conscience.” If the foregoing report is an indicative 
reflection of the conservative conscience, I am inclined to doubt 
whether it has developed to any great extent since the days of 
Genghis Khan. And again. Where is the still small voice? 

But no matter how close war is to becoming a sudden and vio- 
lent reality, we must not lose faith in man’s ability to reach a 
noble destiny. The goal cannot be reached by keeping in the mid- 
dle of a smooth and unobstructed highway. The course is set on 
a tortuous and rugged alpine slope, and so far, man has made 
some brilliant strides in his ascent. Will he abandon his lofty posi- 
tion and go down into “the valley of the shadow of death,” or 
will he push on up toward the unscaled summit? The German 
philosopher Lotze once remarked that “The deeper our insight 
into human destiny becomes, the more sacred does every indi- 
vidual human being seem to us.” May our conscience grow in 
the conviction that man’s reverence for life will prevail. 

I believe that the mature conscience must be based on a 
deep Reverence for Life, and that its crowning characteristics 
should consist of Understanding and the Courage to translate it 
into Action. Conscience is not enough, for it has spurred bloody 
atrocities, as well as noble deeds. Understanding is not enough, 
for it often leaves men fearful and irresolute, as well as courage- 
ous and determined. Action is not enough, for it is the habit of 
both beast and benefactor. Conscience, Understanding and Action 
must be welded together, if we are to tred the path of wisdom. 



































“Hither way, we win in November!” 





THE MINORITY OF ONE ® November 1960 © Page 13 





From READERS’ LETTERS 





TO gees cence OUR LIBERTIES 


— oT well expressed appeal in 
e I enclose a check for $5.00, 
sending a similar check each 
$1,000 a month will sustain — pub- 
ication, it surely should be possible to 
hat amount, for certainly there must be more 
than other readers os enthusiastic as I and 
more able than I to send An a month. 
very glad you stated the 
for it makes one feel that | 
just a drop in a poss 
yp hen a ci in a joint effort with real prospects 


I Wrig ht Mills, I think, wrote that the thing 
to do about civil liberties is to exercise _. 
It strengthens the rights of each of us that 
t we associate ourse ves 
with your expression. There is so much con- 
formi y. so much beating around the bush, so 
about what ms will think of us, 
t to see a man stand 


ECHOES —— A NEW YORK MEETING OF 


This ee as is just to let you know how much 
aw — night. I found the 


a to ye my monthly 
contribution to your publication fund. As for 
the methods of raising fun 
those rapes last night were quite good. 
I can do to ¥ 


hesitate to call on me, 
oe 1, de progress toda 
nued by any means avail- 


I enjoyed meetin 
meeting quite s 
to be 





ds, I believe all ¢ 


ific amount needed 
is contribution is not 
'y_ bottomless bucket but 


New York, N. - ROGER SCHNEIER 
i d © 
pa yg ll nae contribution. I am sorry 
ly meet you in New York last 
— ia B ker 
ntil 





night. I would “rather have enj 
You must be a quite unusual pe 


worry a 
that it is terribly importan 
¥ we “4 meet, good luck and ep poo "ene 


on his own feet and say what he thinks, driven 
by no self-interest, controlled b ‘maste 

behi ~~ the — trimming no sails to be more 
someone else. Each of us, in our 
for our own self- 
take our =. 
ward 


the example that 
associating ourse nes 


SELDEN OSBORNE 
* 


“TRUTH BENEFITS MANKIND” 
May I take this Sopertunity to con 
this Li iz 
courage and fort 


such an enterpr 
confusion. But 


— S. FRANKEL 


pleased to ie met on 
seen the. enthusiasm of your su 
proportion of those who came 
were invited was quite amazing. 


New York, N. Y. oo GOLDWATER 
* 


own Piittle AA. need so badl 
respect similar] 


our own feet by seein 


th 
San’ Francisco, cmt. 
The invitation to the meeting in New York 
reached me too late for 
possible. But I would like to “4g 
the matters discussed, as I consider the tenets 
of your publication a vital matter for the in- 
page leadership of this country, or I better 


your information, I had two 
students visiting me this summer, an 
my surprise every one was acquainted with The 


ELMER K. HANSEN 
* s 


TOWARDS A SUBSCRIBERS MEETING 
IN WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Last night I attended an open house at the 
House. When we heard 
the editor of The Minor- 
- of One is scheduled to visit Washington and 
address us, we all, about 40 
bot — We are all 


Washington, ~ Cc. 


to em mnberk upon 
ise in a ge of prejudice and 
history has shown that in every 
ag e there are a few fearless and dauntless men 

— bravery to speak the truth benefits man- 


i Bcottsdale, er we SEASOSE F. BROWN 





Minority of One. 
Summerville, ™. J. 


ONIAL 

SERVICE OF “THE MINORITY” 
When I received 
1960 issue of THE MINORITY O 
a few months ago, and read it from + nae ro 
it was the desired kind of lit- 
I decided to make a special effort to 
meet the problem with which I was confronted: 
— ma, = and pa 
was. able to read. 
odes by becomi 
scribers (Mrs. Ma 
ty) and now we enjoy THE MINORITY 
while dwelling under the same roof. 
u can continue disseminating the 

is withheld from the masses. 


JAMES & MARIE DE ZWARTE. 
THE POWER OF THOUGHTS 


a sample copy of the viay: 


Washington Fellowshi 
the announcement tha’ 


or} cae yong u 


WHAT A NICE ‘Way “TO SUCCUMB”! 


Needless to say this magazine is fabulous, the 
ny ye I _— read in a long 


t our pM oy 
y and financially, 
The Minority of One has kept 
ing me and I have succumbed. In it 
stimulation and comfort in the trouble- 
some days ahead. I wish you great success for 


—— W. DRAPER 


your well deserve it. 


seed. Searching hu- Los Angeles, Calif. 


mans are the sowing fi field. ® Reality and boldness 
of expression are the needed elements. Long 


Your ‘articles on the freedom of the 
=. one touching upon a ‘“‘liberal Catho 
me as complementing each other. Pp 
have been doing re- 


TO etek OR nor TO vows: THAT IS THE 


wenn oo a Per time I felt as you * with 
tility of veins this fall, 
more recently a to consider a more trulttul 
course of action. 
my uncast ballot will receive the attention ot 
It would be oncerned. play be ~— the 
uncast vote of the SS 
— go-getter or the 


rm. 
‘athe Socialist Labor Party’s candidate for the 
is Mr. Eric Haas. In a recent radio 
ecent humanitarian ideas have been 
—s by a candidate for the —, 
ssible for voters to 
ing werthy and have din 


JOHN LIMBACH 
* 


ssed 

haps I like them beca 
search work on religion. 
I believe a worthwhile ~~’ ~ 
ful than the H-bomb, and 
ht a faster and more ee than Po- 
these thoughts in mind, 
The "Minority ef One becomes a 
to bring out of modern man 
more humanistic wa 
man. In religion an 
must still be shown 
mocracy were meant for man; 
Christianity and nw 
dem: ye ot 


in dealing with a fellow 
itics the modern world 
at aw and - 


. A more » distributive thelr § votes com mul 


i 
of the Anglican church must 
e down their —. = alism so en the 
true humanism in Chris 
surface: for the enem 
ration is within =~ ¢ urch, and not with 
Hato A. ANG 


To abstain from voting is to do that which 
you have been battling during the entire first 
; to contribute to the po- 
complacency of the Amer- 
ican people. M is little or no difference be- 

th residential can- 


com 
a a vision and pi ear of The Minori 


itical and intellectu: 


ASHAMED OF “THE MINORITY” 
Of What I Am Ashamed! Being on the list of 
tial subscri I have no interest 
n nor will I be interested in’ subscribing to at 
ou call an unbiased version of truth! 
ere were only one truth. 
m a a mailing list. 
MR. | and 


Dwover, we must st 
ht to vote, even if doing so does 
xg So the Will of the People. 


aa PRATHER, JR. 
Please ag our 


Non-voting is not an pane 
ing a protest. It is, in fact, o method o 
— = issue; it is the badge of the politi- 


When the sovereign citizen is faced w 
worthless candidates, he is duty bound to choose 
two evils. I suggest, in the present 
instance, our best strategy is to elect Nixon and 
then hamstring him by voting in an overwhelm- 
Congress; one powerful enough 
» over-ride presidential vetoes and to overcome 
coalition of reactionary Democrats and 
for the schemes of mice — 
men, it is too late to organize such a 

San Luis Obispo, Calif. ALEXANDER 
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A MORAL OBLIGATION eee 


I would like you to know that I consider 
it not n toy an honor but a distinct moral obli- 
.—. I must con- 

many of your views: 
= pond aan is at all acquainted 
with the conditions in American schools cannot 
pathy with the spirit of your 
with the bravery of 
m and the moral sense of Thoreau. 
mie A California RICHARD PAUL 

Gole A 


ing Democratic 








TO SIT THIS ONE OUT... 


We area — discussion group. — nnow 
that agreement 


t many Ameri are in 
— and that together we aus “7 Aj 


"pene ge = pogo in the poonle: we 
delegate that to individuals gh the 
ballot. The in viduals elected should represent 
our needs, our ideals. This is the essence of da 
mocracy ; in it we believe. 

But, today, what is the reality? Both majo; 
parties are controlled by interests which pri. 
vately scorn _the people and betray them at 
every turn. Have not the 1960 conventions and 
the recent session of Congress demonstrate 
this conclusively? 

And what selection have we on + fiom A 
vote for? We have been ask 
tween two peas-in-a-pod presidential Shopetuls 
neither has any principles, both stand exibly 

on the same phony platform. We are asked 
to choose between two coteries of _¥ 
who hope either to achieve, or retain, 
status by riding on the coat tails of their 2 ‘os 
party ‘‘leaders’’. 

The minor parties have failed to come forth 
with any effective action, though , K. have re 
peatedly offered candidates and programs t 
the voters. The leaders of too many of them 
have flirted with the two major parties in phony 
coalition movements. We see no reason to sup 
port any of them. 

And so we seem to be left with a Hobson's 
choice. But are we? Let us not forget that even 
Hobson presented his clients with a choice: take 
the horse I supply for you—or nothing. 

We feel that the time has come to choog 
nothing. Millions of eligible voters—as high as 
40% in recent elections—have already made this 
Pn agg "a ae ,- a : for wz 
party ey s away from 
not join them, and together Dithholk te the man- 4 
date from the Bi-P Party? 

If it were true—which it is not—that one 
party is less reactionary than the other, or A. 
there were such a thing as a ‘“‘lesser evil” 
believe that the difference is hardly enough ‘to 
— — it. We can do more for the 


nterests 0 ple On na _—s up such a 
thunderous NO! t that bo il be forced 


to recognize our oon ae our nae 
ness of the peril which faces the world. 


The peril is war—of such devastation, such 
horror, that even the — contemplation of it 
has brought upon us joyless existence and 
led us to withdraw into. mental fall-out shelters 
loaded up with alcohol, drugs, and —— 
to take the edge off our fear of instant annihila- 
tion by mistake. 

Let us rejoin the human race! Let us stop the 
bi- isans from spending staggering —-. over 
half of our tax money, for war a fons in 
the guise of national defense. no de 
fense against hydrogen bombs. But ¥ we ra have 
a defense against this insane course of action. 
Let us acquire a voice. 


Bae us demand that our hard-earned money 

_— wisely, humanely—for badly needed 

sae for housing, hospitals, cultu: and rec 

reational facilities, for public works, for truly 

building the national economy for our welfare 
and our security. 

Let us enforce me pi ae for every Ameri- 
can—the right to a to employment 
without discrimination OW. "to unsegregated 
education NOW. 

We can and will achieve these goals by ab- 
staining from voting until we do ve a real 
choice on the ballot, until we can vote for 
candidates who stand and work sincerely for 
peace, for civil-rights decency, for the advance 
ment of labor, for the farmer, for the consumer, 
and for the welfare of all children. And we must 
abstain from voting in such a concerted manner 
-_ there can be no mistake about it, no chance 
of the bets pene | apologists rationalizing away 
our so-called apathy. 

There are limitations in this kind of protest, 
but we see no alternative at the present time. 
We feel that it is = ent for groups throughout 
the country to organize as we have done and to 
get together for soaitive political action. 

Won't you join us? 

For further information, write ASTOOT, GPO 
Box 775, Brooklyn 1, N. Y. 


MISS SUE ELIZABETH BROWDER, M_D. 





MEETING A CHALLENGE 


I believe most of your readers will agree that 
our ‘‘To Meet a Challenge,”’ mW the October 
ssue, was sort of expected, because we ce! 
tainl y do understand the aa 2. a ‘. By 
lication rage jo especially o 
The Minority of 
éanmn that we oc accustomed to it and the 

ts it offers that can be gl in no other 
pu lication, it would be hard ev to compre- 
end that we might not be able t to “look forward 
to receivin the pent in the early past of 
every month. therefore, in haste to be 
orn one of ine "sponsors. 

ae that many other of your readers, 
Pe ly more able than I, will quickly avail 
themselves of the pa and pleasure of heir 
ing your publication continue ges be 

so that we may enjoy reading its contents. 


Santa Bonica, Calif. SAM’L scout Att'y 
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Thirty-two subscribers have so far responded to 


our appeal for sponsors who will help to sustain this pub- 
lication through their monthly contributions. The total 
_ monthly amount pledged is $219.00. Among the other con- 
tributions received, there were $205.00 from 8 individuals 
_ (Miss Sue Elizabeth Browder, M.D., Mr. Arthur Blumenfeld, 
_ Mrs. Esther Frankel, Mr. G. Gamlic, Mr. Julius Levine, Mr. 
_ Joseph C. Rigano and Mrs. Gertrude Russell), but it was 


not clear whether these were one-time or monthly dona- 


- tions. We should appreciate being advised to this effect 
by the contributors. 


Such a response in so short a time provides a definite 
indication that The Minority of One is about to prove the 
“impossible”: that a publication of truth and opinion can 
endure independent of commercial financing. Of course, 
the 32 sponsors cannot do it by themselves, but, to quote 
one of them, “certainly there must be more than 200 other 


, readers as enthusiastic as I.” The continuance of the pub- 
' lication naturally depends on additional sponsors, and we 


are confident that in the forthcoming “birthday” issue 
your name will also be listed among the sponsors. 

Simultaneously with these expressions of faith and 
support from subscribers, we are exploring long range 
plans for the financing of the publication. Before long it 
may be printed on its own press. The acquisition of such 
a press would also enable us to take on outside printing 
jobs to build up our publication fund. 

With this issue The Minority of One has gained na- 
tional newsstand distribution. While, in the beginning. 
this will cause us a financial loss, it may well give us 
needed momentum. Also, as soon as the December 1960 
issue is released, a limited number of beautifully bound. 
stamped in gold volumes, containing issues 1 through 13, 
will be made available at $12.50 each (Our cost of bind- 








THE MINORITY OF ONE, INC. 
P. O, Box 6594 
Richmond 30, Va. 


1. NAME 


THE RESPONSE 


ing is $7.50 per volume). To avail yourself of such a 
volume, mail in your order and remittance now. 


Meetings of local subscribers with the editor were 
held in New York City and in Washington, D. C. They 
provided unforgettable inspiration; the enthusiasm that 
accompanied them has confirmed that this publication 
comes to fill a public need and that those who recognize 
it will do everything necessary to ensure its continuance. 

If The Minority of One is to survive until its own 
momentum develops, your continued aid is essential. Its 
immediate future depends on additional subscriptions and 
your readiness to become a financial sponsor. May we 
trust you will not let us down? 


LIST OF SPONSORS 


The following individuals are helping to make the 
publication of THE MINORITY OF ONE possible through 
their monthly contributions: 


MB. Lou Kashins 

Mrs. F. M. Brawley Richard Kern 

Sidney Brown Alfred Kurzen 

George Burnett Frank Liberti 

Helen R. Bush John P. Limbach 
Eugene H. Copenhaver Mrs. Susan Mannheim 
C. H. Evers Selden Osborne 
Arthur Friedenheit Mary Phillips 

E. E. Garlits Wayland Phillips 


Walter Goldwater Miss Alta Powers 
Donald Halter LS. 

Louis Halter Roger Schneier 
Elmer K. Hansen Sam’‘l Sloan 

John Holovacz Carl S. Tobie 

Ray E. Hinkley Mrs. Hannah Weiner 


Noel Iverson. Jr. 


Mrs. Louise S. Weiss 
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O) ALSO ENTER GIFT SUBSCRIPTIONS 
AT THE RATE OF $4.00 PER YEAR FOR: 

















I wish to become a sponsor of THE 


MINORITY OF ONE and will contribute 
St. & No. 








Fev eweerereecoes 


(Zone) (State) 












Je ecerereccecee 


(Zone) (State 
, Acknowledge gift subscriptions in the 


name of ... 








0 ENTER MY SUBSCRIPTION FOR 
0 1 year—$5.00 (In Canada $5.25) 


POR e Oe eee eee eee eee ROSE eS ESSE ES ES ESEOESESESESSOOES 














C 2 years—$9.00 (In Canada $9.50) St. & No. ......... 
(1 ENCLOSED I8 MY CONTRIBUTION OF City City 
oo TO YOUR PUBLICATION FUND, (Zone) (State) (Zone) (State) 


O SEND ME A BOUND VOLUME OF 
ISSUES 1 THROUGH 13 
$12.50 remittance is enclosed 


Back issues available at 50¢ per copy. 





1 I further suggest you mail free sample copies to the parties listed by me separately. 


Signa ture 
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Who Is a Traitor? (Continued from Page 3) 


made it abundantly clear that all they were 
seeking was a new environment where they 
might find more personal happiness and 
satisfaction. In this respect the two bach- 
elors went so far as to invoke matrimonial 
prospecting advantages. 

Actually, Mitchell and Martin are not 
even contenders for a delayed reaction 
praise should history prove that certain 
defections from the West were contributions 
to peace. Because Mitchell and Martin 
did not seek to serve peace or any other 
facet of the world’s welfare; all they 
wished to serve was themselves. 

If they betrayed anything, they betrayed 
the very arguments with which they at- 
tempted to justify their defection. Recog- 
nizing the -potentially fatal dangers of 


American foreign policy and knowing about 
it from their highly secret work, it was 
their duty not to escape but to stay and 
exert their influence upon as many Ameri- 
cans as possible. Only in America could 
they have worked against the human errors 
they perceived. In Moscow, they will have 
no chance. 

But, of course, as long as they were in 
America they were preoccupied with more 
personal considerations than saving the 
world, or America, from its self-impelled 
catastrophic course. To retain their posi- 
tions, they must have been greatly con- 
cerned with making themselves perfectly 
acceptable to their surroundings. They 
were not ready to suffer any personal re- 
percussions as an unavoidable part of per- 
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forming a true public service. They were 
hypocrites in America and they were hypo- 
crites in their defection. They will surely 
remain hypocrites even after they merrily 
seek out their professedly desired Russian 
mates. A single peace or anti-missile dem- 
onstrator in the streets of an American 
city is worth more than Mitchell, Martin 
and all of that ilk combined. 

How different are such characters from 
another kind of ‘defector’, such as Ethel 
and Julius Rosenberg. Two contentions in 
the Rosenberg case were conspicuous for 
their absence: that they were Communists; 
and that they engaged in espionage for 
financial gain. If, therefore, the charges 
brought against them, and for which they 
died, were true, their sole motivation could 
only have been to prevent an atomic war 
by bringing about that very ‘‘balance of 
terror’ that, even officially, is credited 
with preventing a war so far. 

If it is true that the activities of Ethel 
and Julius Rosenberg significantly contrib- 
uted to the Soviet Union’s possession of 
atomic know-how, and if it is correct that 
the balance of atomic terror so achieved 
prolonged peace, then a day will come 
when many cities throughout the world will 
proudly erect monuments to their memory. 
Because then, all they will have betrayed 
was one country’s (it hardly matters 
which) ability to plunge the world into the 
most tragic of all wars. Because then, 
they will have betrayed the true traitors 
of humanity who are also traitors to their 
own nation, 

If you should prevent anyone from com- 
mitting a crime, would you or would you 
not be a traitor? Possibly, you would be a 
traitor to the immediate designs of the 
intended criminal, but in the final analysis 
you will have acted to protect not only the 
intended victim but also the intended crimi- 
nal. 

The true traitors are all around us. They 
keep convincing us that patriotism calls 
for international stick-ups. And they try 
to blackmail us into supporting their belli- 
cose designs by calling us ‘‘traitors’’ if we 
should refuse. 

Loyalty is no absolute virtue; it always 
depends on who and what motivates it. I 
recently read that Al Capone’s colleagues 
still have his grave beautified with flowers 
every week. Loyal they certainly are, but 
loyal only to human disloyalty and harm. 

Not all traitors are political traitors. 
Only the man who cares not how he may 
be harming others while accumulating un- 
justifiable benefits is a traitor to society. 
He is victimizing society for personal ex- 
pediency. 

As long as one can be reasonably confi- 
dent that his actions serve one people with- 
out harming another, he is truly a patriot. 
It matters not whether he does it while 
waving a flag or repeating a loyalty oath 
or singing the national anthem. If he is 
also willing to test his devotion by endur- 
ing the stigma of “‘traitor’”’, if he is willing 
to serve society in spite of unpopularity, 
hatred and suffering—then he is no traitor 
but a man of integrity indeed. 
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